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DETAILED ACTION 

Status of Claims 

1 . Due to communications filed 1/14/08, the following is a final office action. Claims 
1 and 31 have been amended, claims 2, 3, 18-23, 25 and 30 have been cancelled. 
Claims 1, 4-17, 24, 26-29 and 31 are pending in this application and have been 
examined on the merits. The previous rejection has been slightly adjusted to further 
clarify the rejections. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 102 

2. The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 1 02 that 
form the basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 

A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(b) the invention was patented or described in a printed publication in this or a foreign country or in public 
use or on sale in this country, more than one year prior to the date of application for patent in the United 
States. 

3. Claims 1 , 31 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 1 02(b) as being anticipated by 
Fernberg ("What are the Real Costs of Copying"). 

As per claim 1 , Fernberg discloses: 

recording a type of media actually used, (paragraph 4, line 2, [note the types of 
originals used]); 

determining an amount of pigment used on the single sheet of media, (paragraph 
6, line 4, toner include in determining cost per copy, where the total amount of copies 
per month can always just be one copy), and 
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determining an amortized cost related to the printing device per sheet of media 
and/or related to an operation of the printing device, (paragraph 7, lines 4-7, amortized 
over three years); and 

calculating the cost of printing to the media by adding a cost of the single sheet 
of media actually used and a cost of the pigment used on the single sheet of media, and 
an amortized cost related to the printing device per sheet of media and/or related to an 
operation of the printing device/further comprising adding a cost of amortization of the 
printing device to the cost of the media and the cost of the pigment, (paragraph 7, lines 
7-17, add cost of ...toners... paper, to amortized costs to ultimately determine total cost 
per copy, where the total amount of copies per month can always just be one copy). 

As per claim 31 , Fernberg discloses: 

providing a per page cost of a first media, a per page cost of a second media, a 
cost of pigment, and a per page amortized cost of a printing device, (Paragraph 7); and 

requesting fulfillment of a print job and, after fulfilling at least a portion of the print 
job, (Paragraph 3), the printing device determining the cost associated with each page 
based on the pigment used and the use of either the first media or the second media 
and per page amortized cost for using the printing device, (paragraph 7, lines 4-7, 
amortized over three years, and paragraph 7, lines 7-17, add cost of ...toners... paper, 
to amortized costs to ultimately determine total cost per copy 
Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 
4. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 1 03(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 
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(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

5. Claim 24 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Fernberg ("What are the Real Costs of Copying"). 

As per claim 24, Fernberg discloses: 

determine a number of dots in a first pane of a page of a print job, (Paragraph 1 6, 
lines 3-7, dpi or dots per inch for determining cost per copy for color costs); 

record a type of media actually used, (paragraph 4, line 2, [note the types of 
originals used]); 

calculate a cost of the pigment used and a cost of the media used, (paragraph 6, 
line 4, toner include in determining cost per copy, and paragraph 5, line 1, calculate cost 
per copy); 

amortize the cost of the printing device on a per operation basis, (paragraph 7, 
lines 4-7, amortized over three years); 

and add the amortized cost to the cost of the pigment and the cost of the media, 
(paragraph 7, lines 7-17, add cost of ...toners... pa per, to amortized costs to ultimately 
determine total cost per copy). 

Fernberg does not specifically disclose the following: 

multiply the number of dots in the first pane by an average pigment cost per dot 
to determine the cost of a pigment associated with the first pane of a page; 
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However does disclose counting dots per inch for determining cost per copy for 
color costs in Paragraph 1 6, lines 3-7, which suggests that the number of dots is 
incorporated into, and effects the determination of the cost of color pigmentation on a 
copy, thereby making it obvious to multiply the number of dots in each pane by an 
average pigment cost to determine the cost of a pigment associated with the first pane 
of a page. 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
applicant's invention to multiply the number of dots in the first pane by an average 
pigment cost per dot to determine the cost of a pigment associated with the first pane of 
a page since in copying, costs are proportional to the amount of data on media, and 
data is directly proportional to the number of dots on the media. 

6. Claims 4-13, 15-17, are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Fernberg ("What are the Real Costs of Copying"), and further in view of Lacheze et 
al (US 5,956,698). 

As per claim 4, Fernberg does not specifically disclose the following, however 
does disclose calculating the cost of copying in paragraph 7. 
However, Lacheze et al discloses: 

Further comprising allocating the cost of printing to the media to an entity, (Col. 
4, lines 14-26, shows a system for printing or copying where billing information for 
prints/copies is transmitted to location selected by customer). Lacheze et al discloses 
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this limitation in an analogous art for the purpose of showing that users are capable of 
electronically receiving accounting information in a print/copy system. 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
applicant's invention to allocate the cost of printing of the media to an entity with the 
motivation of allowing the user to physically access billing information. 

As per claim 5, Fernberg discloses: 

identifying an entity to which the costs will be allocated, (paragraph 3, [indicate 
user's name]); 

recording a type of media actually used for the entity, (paragraph 4, line 2, [note 
the types of originals used]); 

recording a number of sheets of the type of media actually used for the entity, 
(paragraph 3, line 3, number of originals and number of copies); 

determining an amount of pigment used on each of the sheets of media, 
(paragraph 6, line 4, toner include in determining cost per copy); 

calculating a cost of the media actually used and a cost of the pigment used on 
all the sheets of media used for the entity, (paragraphs 5-7); and 

Fernberg does not specifically disclose the following, however does disclose 
calculating the cost of copying in paragraph 7. 

However, Lacheze et al discloses: 

allocating the cost of the media actually used and the cost of the pigment used to 
the entity, (Col. 4, lines 14-26, shows a system for printing or copying where billing 
information for prints/copies is transmitted to location selected by customer). Lacheze 
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et al discloses this limitation in an analogous art for the purpose of showing that users 
are capable of electronically receiving accounting information in a print/copy system. 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
applicant's invention to allocate the cost of printing of the media to an entity with the 
motivation of allowing the user to physically access billing information. 
As per claims 6, 7, Fernberg discloses: 

further comprising storing the entity identification, the type of media, the number 
of sheets of media of a particular type and the amount of pigment used/further 
comprising storing the entity identification, the type of media, the number of sheets of 
media of a particular type and the amount of pigment used for each of the number of 
sheets of media in a print job, (paragraph 3, lines 1-4, user name, number of originals, 
number of copies, w/ paragraph 6, line 4, toner). 

As per claim 8, Fernberg discloses: 

determining the number of dots needed to form an image on a sheet, (Paragraph 
1 6, lines 3-7, dpi or dots per inch for determining cost per copy for a color image); 

Fernberg does not specifically disclose the following: 

multiplying the number of dots on the sheet by an average pigment cost per dot, 

However does disclose counting dots per inch for determining cost per copy for 
color costs in Paragraph 1 6, lines 3-7, which suggests that the number of dots is 
incorporated into, and effects the determination of the cost of color pigmentation on a 
copy, thereby making it obvious to multiply the number of dots in each pane by an 
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average pigment cost to determine the cost of a pigment associated with the first pane 
of a page. 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
applicant's invention to multiply the number of dots in the first pane by an average 
pigment cost per dot to determine the cost of a pigment associated with the first pane of 
a page since in copying, costs are proportional to the amount of data on media, and 
data is directly proportional to the number of dots on the media. 

As per claim 9, 10, 12, 13, Fernberg does not specifically disclose the following: 

Wherein the average pigment cost to differ in response to a density of each dot 
on the sheet/wherein the cost of pigment varies as a function of the density of dots on a 
page varies. 

But Fernberg does disclose counting dots per inch for determining cost per copy 
for color costs in Paragraph 16, lines 3-7, which suggests that the number of dots is 
incorporated into, and effects the determination of the cost of color pigmentation on a 
copy. 

However, official notice is taken that it is old and well known in the copy art for 
the average pigment cost to differ in response to a density of each dot on the sheet or 
for the average pigment cost of the first pigment to increase as the density of the dots 
increases. 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
applicant's invention for the average pigment cost to differ in response to a density of 
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each dot on the sheet or for the average pigment cost of the first pigment to increase 
as the density of the dots increases since in copying, costs are proportional to the 
amount of data on media, and data is directly proportional to the number of dots on the 
media. 

As per claim 1 1 , Fernberg discloses: 

determining the number of dots of a color used to form a color pane, the color 
panes overlayed with one another to form an image, (Paragraph 16, lines 3-7, dpi or 
dots per inch for determining cost per copy for color costs); 

Fernberg does not specifically disclose the following: 

multiplying the number of dots in the color pane by an average pigment cost per 
dot to allocate the cost of a pigment for a color associated with the image. 

However does disclose counting dots per inch for determining cost per copy for 
color costs in Paragraph 16, lines 3-7, which suggests that the number of dots is 
incorporated into, and effects the determination of the cost of color pigmentation on a 
copy, thereby making it obvious to multiply the number of dots in each pane by an 
average pigment cost to determine the cost of a pigment associated with the first pane 
of a page. 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
applicant's invention to multiply the number of dots in the color pane by an average 
pigment cost per dot to allocate the cost of a pigment for a color associated with the 
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image since in copying, costs are proportional to the amount of data on media, and data 
is directly proportional to the number of dots on the media. 

As per claims 15, Fernberg does not specifically disclose the following, but 

does disclose cost reporting applied to type of print media/pigment as shown in 
paragraphs 5-7. 

However, Lacheze et al discloses: 

wherein identifying an entity to which the costs will be allocated further comprises 
entering a billing code associated with the entity, (col. 1, lines 52-58, shows example 
where billing meters are hard coded for selection by user). Lacheze et al discloses this 
limitation in an analogous art for the purpose of showing that a user can enter in 
parameters that will identify billing for a particular print job. 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
applicant's invention to enter in a billing code associated with the entity with the 
motivation of providing a way to bill a particular user for a print job. 

As per claim 16, Fernberg does not specifically disclose the following, but does 

disclose cost reporting applied to type of print media/pigment as shown in paragraphs 5- 
7. 

However, Lacheze et al discloses: 
wherein identifying an entity to which the costs will be allocated further comprises 
entering a billing code associated with the entity and a code associated with a print 
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job, (Col. 10, lines 61-66, job identifier). Lacheze et al discloses this limitation in an 
analogous art for the purpose of showing that a user can enter in parameters that 
will identify billing for a particular print job. 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
applicant's invention to enter in a billing code associated with the entity and a code 
associated with a print job with the motivation of providing a way to bill a particular user 
for a print job. 

As per claim 17, Fernberg discloses: 

Further comprising adding a cost of amortization of the printing device to the cost 
of the media and the cost of the pigment, (paragraph 7). 

7. Claims 26-29, are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 1 03(a) as being unpatentable over 
Fernberg ("What are the Real Costs of Copying"), and further in view of McLean (US 
2002/0099456 A1 ). 

As per claims 26, Fernberg discloses: 

a data storage system for storing information regarding a cost per sheet of media 
associated with the printing device, and a cost of pigment associated with the printing 
device, (paragraph 1, [auditron/copy counter inside machine], paragraph 7); and 

record an actual number of sheets of media used to execute a print job and to 
record an amount of pigment used on each sheet of media for execution of the print job, 
the data processing system multiplying the actual number of sheets of media used by 
the cost per sheet of media and adding the cost of pigment for each of the pages to 
determine a cost associated with the print job, the data processing system further 
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operative to allocate the cost of the print job to an entity, (paragraph 3, number of 
originals/copies, paragraph 6, Iine4, toner include in determining cost per copy). 
Fernberg does not specifically disclose the following, however does disclose a 
copier, where a log is taken for copies made over a three or four month period in 
paragraph 2, thereby suggesting that print jobs are sent to the copier if actual copies 
are being made, and making the following obvious: 

a data processing system coupled to said data storage system and operative to 
receive a print job. 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
applicant's invention for a data processing system to be coupled to the data storage 
with the motivation having the means to process the print job and make a print or 
copy. 

Fernberg does not specifically disclose the following, but does 

disclose cost reporting applied to type of print media/pigment as shown in paragraphs 5- 
7. 

However, Lacheze et al discloses: 

wherein allocating the cost of the print job to an entity includes storing a billing 
code in the data storage system associated with the entity, the data processing system 
reading a billing code associated with the print job and allocating the cost of the print job 
to the entity associated with the billing code, (Col. 10, lines 61-66, job identifier). 
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Lacheze et al discloses this limitation in an analogous art for the purpose of showing 
that a user can enter in parameters that will identify billing for a particular print job. 
It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
applicant's invention where allocating the cost of the print job to an entity includes 
storing a billing code in the data storage system associated with the entity, the data 
processing system reading a billing code associated with the print job and allocating 
the cost of the print job to the entity associated with the billing code with the 
motivation of providing a way to bill a particular user for a print job. 

As per claims 27, Fernberg discloses: 

wherein said data storage system stores the cost of the pigment as a cost per 
dot of pigment, and wherein the data processing system records a number of dots per 
page and multiplies the number of dots on a particular page by the cost per dot to 
determine the cost of pigment per page, (Paragraph 16, lines 3-7, dpi or dots per inch 
for determining cost per copy for a color image). 

As per claim 28, Fernberg does not specifically disclose the following: 

Wherein the average pigment cost to differ in response to a density of each dot 
on the sheet/wherein the cost of pigment varies as a function of the density of dots on a 
page varies. 

But Fernberg does disclose counting dots per inch for determining cost per copy 
for color costs in Paragraph 1 6, lines 3-7, which suggests that the number of dots is 
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incorporated into, and effects the determination of the cost of color pigmentation on a 
copy. 

However, official notice is taken that it is old and well known in the copy art for 
the average pigment cost to differ in response to a density of each dot on the sheet or 
for the average pigment cost of the first pigment to increase as the density of the dots 
increases. 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
applicant's invention for the average pigment cost to differ in response to a density of 
each dot on the sheet or for the average pigment cost of the first pigment to increase 
as the density of the dots increases since in copying, costs are proportional to the 
amount of data on media, and data is directly proportional to the number of dots on the 
media. 

As per claims 29, Fernberg discloses: 

wherein the data storage system also stores an amortized cost for wear on the 
printing device based on the number of sheets of media anticipated to be printed over 
the life of the printing device, the amortized cost on a per sheet of media basis, the data 
processing system adding the amortized cost per sheet of media to the cost of the 
sheets of media and the cost of the pigment, (paragraph 7, lines 4-7, amortized over 
three years, where average life-cycle of a copier is about three years, so amortizing 
over this period of time represents wear on the printing device, and paragraph 7, lines 
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7-17, add cost of ...toners... paper, to amortized costs to ultimately determine total cost 
per copy). 

8. Claim 14 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Fernberg ("What are the Real Costs of Copying"), and further in view of Lacheze et al 
(US 5,956,698), and further in view of McLean (US 2002/0099456 A1 ). 
As per claims 14, Fernberg discloses: 

determining a number of dots, (Paragraph 1 6, lines 3-7, dpi or dots per inch 
for determining cost per copy for a color image); 

Neither Fernberg nor Lacheze et al specifically disclose the following, but Fernberg 
does disclose determining cost per copy in paragraph 5. 

However, McLean discloses: 

separating the print job into a first color pane and a second color pane/ 
determining. ..in a first color pane, determining... in a second color pane, ([0048], shows 
display screen consist of 3 panes, w/ [0064], shows definition of pane colors, therefore if 
there are 3 panes, there are therefore at least 3 different pane colors). McLean 
discloses this limitation in an analogous art for the purpose of showing that multiple 
color panes are used to control a printer or copier setting. 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
applicant' s invention to separate the print job into first and second color panes with the 
motivation of allowing prints to be printed out with different colors. 

Neither Fernberg nor Lacheze et al specifically disclose the following: 
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multiplying the number of dots in the first color pane by an average pigment cost per 
dot to allocate/multiplying the number of dots in the second color pane by an 
average pigment cost per dot of a second color to allocate the cost of a pigment for 
the second color associated with a page. 

However, Fernberg does disclose counting dots per inch for determining cost per 
copy for color costs in Paragraph 16, lines 3-7, which suggests that the number of dots 
is incorporated into, and effects the determination of the cost of color pigmentation on a 
copy. 

However, official notice is taken that it is old and well known in the copy art to 
multiplying the number of dots in each pane to allocate costs. 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
applicant's invention to multiply the number of dots in each pane to allocate costs since 
in copying, costs are proportional to the amount of data on media, and data is directly 
proportional to the number of dots on the media. 

Response to Arguments 

9. Applicant's arguments filed 1/14/08 have been fully considered but they are not 
persuasive. 

As per claim 1 , applicant argues that Fernberg does not teach any kind of print 
cost accounting that includes determining the amount of pigment actually used on a 
single printed sheet, but only teaches that the cost per copy for a copy machine used 
over the course of a month may be computed by adding the "operating cost" and the 
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"cost of all expendable supplies" and then "divide the sum by the number of copies per 
month. Applicants also acknowledge that Fernberg's "expendable supplies" include 
"toners", but Fernberg says nothing about determining the amount of toner used on a 
single sheet, and that there is no indication at all in Fernberg that she does anything 
other than determine the cost of toner on a monthly basis without regard to the amount 
of toner used on any individual sheet. However, Fernberg determines cost per copy. 
Although it is true that Fernberg computes the cost per copy for a copy machine used 
over the course of a month, in this case, the total amount of copies per month can 
always be one copy. 

As per claim 31 , applicant argues that Fernberg does not teach determining the 
cost associated with each page in a print job based on the actual pigment used, and at 
most teaches only that a per copy cost may be computed based on total monthly cost of 
toner and other "expendable supplies." , and does not teach or suggest that her copy 
machine somehow determines the actual toner used on each page in a print job. 
However, the same argument applies as discussed above with respect to claim 1 . 
Since Fernberg discloses a per copy cost based on total monthly cost of toner and other 
"expendable supplies.", if only one copy is made during the month period, the cost 
associated with one page, and therefore each page in a print job based on the actual 
pigment used is therefore determined, where the toner used represents the pigment 
used. 

As per claim 24, applicant argues that Fernberg's acknowledgement that print 
resolution as measured in dpi may reflect copy quality suggests nothing at all about 
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color panes and pigment costs per dot generally, and specifically not multiplying the 
number of dots in the first pane by an average pigment cost per dot to determine the 
cost of a pigment associated with the first pane of a page. However since Fernberg 
does disclose counting dots per inch for determining cost per copy for color costs in 
Paragraph 16, lines 3-7, this suggests that the number of dots is incorporated into, and 
effects the determination of the cost of color pigmentation on a copy, thereby making it 
obvious to multiply the number of dots in each pane by an average pigment cost to 
determine the cost of a pigment associated with the first pane of a page. Specifically 
speaking, an ordinarily skilled artisan would find it obvious to count dots per inch for 
determining cost per copy for color costs since in copying, costs are proportional to the 
amount of data on media, and data is directly proportional to the number of dots on the 
media. 

As per claims 5 and 6, applicant argues that Fernberg does not teach any kind of 
print cost accounting that includes determining the amount of pigment actually used on 
an individual sheet, and that Fernberg, therefore, does not teach determining the 
amount of pigment used on each of a plurality of individual sheets. However, applicant 
makes similar arguments to those of claim 1 and claims 5 and 6 are therefore still 
rejected for the same reasons as disclosed with respect to claim 1 . 

Conclusion 

10. THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. Applicant is reminded of the extension of time 
policy as set forth in 37 CFR 1 .136(a). 
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A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within 
TWO MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not 
mailed until after the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the 
shortened statutory period will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any 
extension fee pursuant to 37 CFR 1 .136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of 
the advisory action. In no event, however, will the statutory period for reply expire later 
than SIX MONTHS from the mailing date of this final action. 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Akiba K Robinson-Boyce whose telephone number is 
571-272-6734. The examiner can normally be reached on Monday-Friday 9am-5:30pm. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, John Hayes can be reached on 571-272-6708. The fax phone number for 
the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 
Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
•Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system, Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status 
information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. For 
more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should you 
have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic Business 
Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would like assistance from a USPTO 
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Customer Service Representative or access to the automated information system, call 
800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 

Any inquiry of a general nature or relating to the status of this application or 
proceeding should be directed to the receptionist whose telephone number is 703-305- 
3900. 

A. R. B. 

March 29, 2008 

/Akiba K Robinson-Boyce/ 

Primary Examiner, Art Unit 3628 



